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SUMMARY 



State Boards Responsible for Higher Education — 1970 provides definitive 
information on the organizational, administrative/ and operational patterns of 
283 State boards responsible for 1 ,268 institutional units of public higher educa- 
tion. The study details the types of boards in each State, the District of Columbia, 
and the U.S. territories and possessions, and classifies the types of institutional 
units for which these boards are responsible. Where possible, an indication is 
given of the extent of individual board involvement in educational planning at the 
State and regional levels. 

In classifying the 283 State boards known to exist in late 1969-early 1970, 
the study reveals 129 governing boards (responsible for one institutional unit only); 

66 multi-campus governing boards; 3 2 governing-coordinating boards; 37 
coordinating boards; and 1 9 supervisory or "other" boards. (See Appendix A. N 
Of the 1 ,268 separate public institutional units under the jurisdiction of these 
boards, 129 are responsible to governing boards; 443 to multi -campus governing 
boards; 342 to governing-coordinating boards; 850 to coord ; nating boards; and 
254 to supervisory or "other" boards. (Totals given exceed 100 percent because 
of multi-relationships of units to boards. See Appendix B. ) 

Types of public institutional units covered in the study show 50 separate 
professional schools, 80 State universities, 52 State universities and land-grant 
colleges combined, 19 land-grant college, 329 4-year (or more) colleges, and 
738 2-year colleges. (The 2-year college figure may not be complete inasmuch as 
the primary purpose of the study has been to deal with State boards responsible for 
4-year (or more) institutions and the 2-year institutions have been included only 
in those instances when reported by the State as a part of the total statewide system 
of public higher education.) 

Further, the study reveals that 43 States have a board which is considered the 
statewide coordinating agency for public higher education. In 27 of these States, 
these are boards established for the sole purpose of coordination and planning; the 
remaining 16 States have boards with multiple responsibilities, including coordina- 
tion, as in Kansas where one board governs and coordinates all higher education, or, 
as in Michigan, where the State department of education has been designated as the 
coordinating body for higher education. As indicated in the study, this awareness 
of the need for coordination and planning occurred at a time when the number of in- 
stitutions of higher education and enrollments in these institutions were increasing at 
a pace heretofore unknown, and, consequently, the complexities of organization, 
administration, and operation of institutions of higher education were increasing at 
a similar pace. 

As higher education entered the '70's, the study points up the need for further 
research into the many areas relating to the governance of higher oducation in t he 
United States, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories and possessions. 
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INTRODUCTION 



Background for the Study 

The study was undertaken to update the 1960 publication, State Boards 
Responsible for Higher Education, S. V. Martorana and Ernest V. Hollis, 
OE-53005, 1960, U.S. Office of Education, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. The 1960 report identified 209 State boards whose specific respon- 
sibility at that time was with 748 public higher education institutional units. The 
1960 report has been out of print since 1967, and, with the accelerated growth 
in the number of educational institutions and statewide coordinating boards, very 
much out of date. Questions come to the Office of Education and to the Associ- 
ation of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges for current information on 
many facets of governance of higher education in the individual States and in the 
Nation. For at least five years, there has been no central source for up-to-date 
answers to these questions. 

The primary objective of this study, then, has been to provide, in one 
volume, definitive, up-to-date information on the organizational, administrative, 
and operational patterns of State boards responsible for public higher education. 

In carrying out this objective, the study details the types of boards in each State, 
the District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories and possessions, and classifies 
the types of institutional units for which each board is responsible. A secondary 
objective has been to indicate, where possible, the extent of individual board 
involvement in educational planning at the State and regional levels. 

Because of limits imposed both by time and funds available, the decision 
was made to concentrate the study on State boards responsible for public institu- 
tions of higher education at the 4-year level and above, and to include boards 
relating to the 2-year units only as these units related to a particular senior-level 
institution or a statewide system. 

Methods 



The study was carried out in three phases: data gathering, editing and writing* 
and reporting. To accomplish these tasks, a personal lo»tte; was sent to the execu- 
tive officer of each governing and coordinating board responsible for all 4-year (or 
more) public institutions of higher education known to exist in each State, the 
District of Columbia, and rhe U.S. territories and possessions. This letter dis- 
cussed the objectives of the study, described the information needed, and requested 
assistance in updating, verifying, and/or supplying the necessary data. Included 
with the letters were the appropriate tearsheete frfcm the 1960 study, sample 
tecrsheets being included in those cases involving boards established since the 1960 
publication. In addition, the letters to coordinating board executives enclosed 
listings of the State boards being studied in the respective States, and asked assis- 
tance in verifying and/or updating the listings. As this information was received. 
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an attempt was made to find answers to any questions still remaining and the 
material was put into its present form, checking back with individual boards as 
necessary. It is unfortunate that time did not permit a reading at the State level 
of the material on each State as it was prepared in final form for publication. 



FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The results of the study are presented in a 499-page manuscript prepared for 
printing by the U.S. Government Printing Office, fresented herein, therefore, is 
only a brief summary of these results. 

Part I of the study consists of an overview presenting the (1) reasons for a 
study of State boards — its purposes, background, related research, scope and pro- 
cedures, definition of terms, and organization of the report; (2) status of organiza- 
tion in public higher education — types of State boards and number of institutional 
units responsible to State boards, with comments on legal status and areas of respon 
sibil ity; and (3) agencies related to State boards of higher education — regional and 
national compacts. 

Part II presents the State-by-State organization of higher education in the 
United States, describing the boards and presenting an organizational chart for 
higher education in each State, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories 
and possessions. The State charts show the relationship of each State board with 
other State boards, with institutional units, and with the public. 

This part of the study indicates there are 283 separate State boards having 
some responsibility for 1 ,268 institutional units of higher education in the Nation. 
A further analysis reveals 129 governing boards responsible for 129 institutional 
units; 66 multi-campus governing boards responsible for 443 institutional units (a 
new classification replacing the governing-coordinating classification in those 
States having a statewide coordinating board); 32 governing-coordinating boards 
responsible for 342 institutional units; 37 coordinating boards responsible for a 
total of 850 institutional units, 223 of which have no relationship to any govern- 
ing or "other" board at the State level; and 1° supervisory or "other" boards 
responsible in some way for 254 institutional units, 131 of which have no relation- 
ship to any governing or coordinating body at the State level . 

The study leaves unanswered the question of the optimum number of units a 
specific board can govern or coordinate effectively. For example, in 1960 some 
governing-coordinating boards had direct governing responsibility for as few as 2 
and as many as 46 (Board of Trustees, State University of New York) institutional 
units. In 1970 the range of units directly governed by a governing-coordinating 
board varies from 2 to 68 (again, the Board of Trustees, State University of New 
York). On the other hand, boards with coordinating responsibilities oniy have a 
range of units from 5 to 91 . Actually, there exists in the United States no reliable 
guide to the limits of effective governing and/or coordinating functions. In fact. 



at the onset of the 1970's no norms of effectiveness have been established by which 
a governing board or a statewide coordinating board can be appraised, a matter 
deserving serious attention. 

In a State-by-State analysis of Part II, one finds reliance on the State board 
of education as the statewide governing board for all higher education continues 
to decrease. It can be determined, also, that governance of institutions of higher 
education as a function of the State board of education has shown a marked decrease 
since 1960. 

A further look at the 283 State boards covered in this part of the study will 
show that, with the increase in statewide coordinating boards and boards governing 
multiple Institutional units, staffing appears to be on the increase with more under- 
standing by the public of the complexity and scope of the functions assigned to the 
central office personnel. 

Part III, the final section, provides a basic reference table detailing by type 
each State board and the institutional unit(s) for which it is responsible as t hese 
exist in each of the States, the District of Columbia, and the territories and posses- 
sions. It contains also two appendices relating to governing-coordinating functions, 
included with the permission of the authors and the American Association of Higher 
Education for which the papers were prepared originally. 

By using the basic reference table in conjunction with the State board de- 
scriptions and the organization chart of a State (or States), various comparisons can 
be made on the status of higher education in the Nation as it exists at the beginning 
of the decade 1970. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



Concl usions 



The basic purpose of the research was accomplished in the compilation of up- 
dated and verified information on the organization, administration, end operation 
of the State boards responsible for public higher education in the 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories and possessions. This compilation of 
material has been presented in manuscript form for printing by the U.S. Govern- 
ment Printing Office (bound copy punched for a 3-ring binder for locse-leaf use 
where desired), a decision reached with the Office of Education in late March - 
early April 1970. The compilation includes, where possible, an indication of the 
extent of involvement by individual boards in educational planning at the State 
and regional levels, thereby accomplishing the secondary objective of the research. 

As the project progressed, the project director and the consultants were sorry 
the original proposal had not included plans to complete more of the reference 
tables found in the original study. It was determined, also, that a more extensive 
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overview should have been planned for the publication. 

Another step which should have been planned originally was an allotment 
of time for a reading at the State level of the finished material on each State 
before it was presented for publication. The project director tried to add this step 
but found the time schedule did not permit it. 

A contagious illness on the part of the project director, coupled with the 
fact that adequate secretarial service was not available throughout the project (a 
mistake for which the project director takes full responsibility), necessitated the 
request that the project be extended for one month. Unfortunately, a recurrence 
of the same illness made it impossible to turn over the completed research on time, 
even with the month's extension. Although the study was completed and the manu- 
script typed by April 26, 1970, the director of the project was unable to complete 
a final review of the manuscript, final report, and fiscal forms at that time. 

The completed research is presented, nevertheless, with the firm conviction 
that it will serve as a basic reference work for the many individuals and groups — 
local, State, regional, Federal, and national — concerned with the governance of, 
coordination of, and planning for public higher education. 

Recommendations 



Many uses for the result of this study in further research can be foreseen. 

Two are recommended for high priority. 

First, a similar format and similar procedures would be used as the basis for 
a study of the governing boards of private institutions of higher education in the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories and possessions. Such 
a study of private boards of governance has never been undertaken, to our know- 
ledge, and the Office of Education could make a worthwhile investment by sponsor- 
ing research of this nature. Only when a similar study of the governing boards of 
private institutions of higher education is complete will the full story of governance 
be known. For several reasons, such a study of governing boards of private institu- 
tions of higher education would require perhaps two years and a budget of larger 
proportion than that required for the study of State hoards. 

Second, and based to some extent on much of the information contained in 
Part II of this study, research should be undertaken to determine whether some 
norms of effectiveness can be established for evaluating all types of governing and 
coordinating boards in such areas as optimum size, structure, number of institutional 
units involved, staffing, requirements for board membership, characteristics of 
effective board members, areas of responsibility, legal status. Changes are occur- 
ring constantly in the many facets of governing and coordination and planning at 
all levels and in both the public and private sectors of higher education. A forward 
step will have been taken when some format for evaluation can begin to be devel- 
oped for use as guidelines for achieving more effective procedures for governing. 
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coordinating, and planning higher education in this country. 

As a final recommendation, but by no means last in importance, it is con- 
sidered imperative that the study of State boards just completed be updated 
periodically if it is to be a valid reference work for any length of time. The 
Association is willing to undertake the responsibility for updating the study, 
perhaps at 6-month intervals, for a trial period of two to three years. Such 
an undertaking, however, would require funds beyond those currently available. 
If the Office of Education could foresee assisting with the cost of the updating, 
the Association will begin to collect information now on changes as they occur, 
looking forward to publication of the first updated sections in March 1970. 
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